but for which it is cleaner to decide ahead of time. Often it is only when focusing on the write-up that we fully engage with our research questions.
Given the high cost of collecting data compared with the relatively low cost of writing a mock report, we recommend the "mock report" strategy be done more often, especially for researchers planning a new and expensive study. The mock report is a form of pilot study and has similar virtues.
As with the other article under discussion, I am dissatisfied with the focus of Humphreys et al. on formal hypothesis testing. I am not particularly worried about "Type I errors" and "false positives" because I do not think these researchers are studying zero effects. As discussed in Gelman and Tuerlinckx (2000) , I would be more concerned with Type S errors (getting the sign of the effect wrong) or Type M errors (when the magnitude of an effect is poorly estimated).
In the long term, I believe we as social scientists need to move beyond the paradigm in which a single study can establish a definitive result. In addition to the procedural innovations suggested in the papers at hand, I think we have to more seriously consider the integration of new studies with the existing literature, going beyond the simple (and wrong) dichotomy in which statistically significant findings are considered as true and nonsignificant results are taken to be zero. But registration of studies seems like a useful step in any case.
